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COMMENTS OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

The following are the comments of the American Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO

(AFT) filed pursuant to the Notice ofProposed Rulemaking issued by the Commission on

March 8, 1996. The AFT represents over 880,000 members nationwide with the vast

majority of this membership serving in public education at the Kindergarten-12th grade

level. AFT has made a joint filing in this proceeding with the National School Boards

Association, et al and makes this separate submission with regard to the additional

subsidy for Special Services which should be provided to school districts with significant

concentrations of children living in poverty

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 substantially expands access to

telecommunications services by creating new Section 254(h) and Section 254(c), which

require that core residential services be made available to all, including schools and

libraries, at "just, reasonable, and affordable rates." Regarding Section 254(h), the
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Conference Report accompanying the Act provides that "elementary, secondary school

classrooms, and libraries have affordable access to modem technology services that will

enable them to provide... education services to all parts of the Nation." The report further

clarifies that classrooms and libraries must have access to new telecommunications

services because " ...to obtain access to advanced telecommunications services is critical to

ensuring that these services are available on a universal basis...This universal access will

assure that no one is barred from benefiting from the power of the Information Age" (H.

Rep. 104-458, 104th Congress, 2nd session, at 132-133 (Jan. 31,1996)). Also,

subsections 254(c)(3) and (h) of the Act give the Commission great latitude in defining

additional "special services" for schools. Section 254(c)(3) provides that the

Commission" may designate additional services for such support mechanisms for schools,

libraries... for the purpose of subsection (h), "which ensures that. .. elementary and

secondary school classrooms, and libraries have affordable access to modem

telecommunications services that will enable them to provide...educational services to all

parts of the Nation."

These new provisions that move advanced technology into classrooms and libraries

serve two critical functions: 1) to increase the power of these institutions to deliver

educational services to students and; 2) to have schools and libraries serve as institutional

bases to expand access to advanced telecommunications to individuals throughout the

country. This second, institutional function is consistent with the provisions in the

underlying bill which stresses access to core universal and advanced services for all

Americans.
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This limited filing proposes ways to strengthen the second of these functions by

providing recommendations that assure the largest numbers of students, specifically those

in poor schools and districts will have access to the most advanced telecommunication

services under the "special services" provisions, 254(c)(3) and (h).

Definitions of Special Services

We suggest that the Commission define special services to include all the services

necessary to ensure that all schools and libraries have the ability to take advantage of all

the benefits of advanced telecommunications.

Schools, especially those serving large numbers of poor students and students with

diverse needs, such as those in urban areas, must be assured equal access to special

services at "just, reasonable and affordable rates." In many cases this will mean that poor

urban, as well as rural schools will need discount rates that are greater than the one(s)

established for schools in general. Therefore, we propose that the Commission establish

an additional "lifeline" or "equity" rate and subsidy to ensure that these schools can afford

special services.

Need

While studies show that schools nationally have insufficient infrastructure for

access to advanced technology, the infrastructure problems in urban schools are often

substantially greater than in other schools. Urban students served by resource poor

schools have the largest numbers of youngsters who don't have access to computers or

computer networks. Unless these students are served adequately they will not have access

to advanced educational services that technology can provide. To deny large numbers of

students, such as those that reside in urban areas, access will negatively affect their
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educational opportunities, their employment prospects, and help reproduce economic

disparities between those who have technological proficiencies and those who do not.

Revitalizing urban communities will depend on increased business development in

these areas. Decisions about where businesses will locate often depend on the availability

of quality education in the communities being considered. Advanced technology in urban

areas, therefore, can enhance the opportunities for much needed job growth and overall

community development in urban areas.

Cost Savings

Urban areas, with dense populations can provide cost savings to carriers who serve

their schools. Telecommunications hook-ups to a single school will serve larger numbers

of students and classrooms than in smaller schools. Using a method for determining rates

based on the Total Service Long Run Incremental Cost can substantially increase the cost

savings to carriers and the larger schools they serve.

Eligibility for Lifeline or "Equity" Subsidies

We propose that determining eligibility for lifeline subsidies for poor schools and

districts be based on a formula, such as the one used to distribute federal education

funding under Title I of the Improving America's School Act of 1995 (formerly the

Elementary and Secondary Act). Title I is the largest single program that drives funding

for school improvement to poor schools and the students they serve. Eligibility for Title I

funding uses actual poverty counts of the population of youth between 5 and 17 who

reside in states and local school districts. Poverty counts may be determined by Census

Department data, numbers of students from families receiving AFDC, number of students

who receive free and reduced price lunches, etc
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Further, we propose that only those school districts with at least 15% oftheir

youth population in poverty be eligible for the special "lifeline" or "equity" discount rates.

Wealthier school districts with small pockets of poverty and which do not require as great

a subsidy should not be eligible. Using a formula such as suggested above can insure that

substantial numbers of urban and rural schools serving the poorest students would qualifY.

The amount of the subsidy to local districts would be proportional to the poverty

rate within those districts, utilizing a variety of additional factors and measures of poverty

such as those used in the Tile I Program. An equivalent subsidized amount for the carrier

providing services would count against the carrier's contribution to the Universal Services

Fund.

Benefits of a Poverty Count Method for Determining Lifeline Service Over Methods

Based on Percentages ofPoverty Districts

A primary benefit of using actual poverty counts based on a federally-determined

formula is that more students will be served and resources will be directed to areas with

greatest need - - addressing a major goal ofthe new Act; to use schools to expand

affordable access as widely as possible and assure that "no one is barred from benefiting

from the power ofthe Information Age."

Methods for determining eligibility based on a percentage of poorest districts,

ranked by median family income could slow the expansion of advanced technology to

large numbers of students in many urban communities. Under this method, sparsely

populated school districts with low median incomes would receive special discounts and

subsidies. However, the actual number of poor students served would be quite low

compared to the numbers that would be eligible for services in more densely populated
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districts and schools. Thus, this method would produce a built-in bias against urban

schools, districts, and communities.

Finally, using a method based on a formula such as Title I, which counts numbers

of youngsters in poverty as a basis for services, is administratively feasible and familiar to

states, local school districts, and schools. Various kinds of poverty data, analyzed and

reported in ways that are appropriate for use at the federal, state, and local district levels

are available and have been used by educators for decades. State and local education

structures are already in place and prepared to administer services under such formulas.

Additionally, there is broad acceptance among educators across the nation for using these

methods for distributing services for poor students

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing facts, reasoning and argument AFT submits that the Joint Board

should recommend that the Commission establish a flexible lifeline rate, modeled after

that used to distribute Title I services, for special services to be provided to school

districts with substantial numbers of children living in poverty. Such steps are vital to help

ensure that the Act fulfills its promise that telecommunications services are provided to all

parts of our Nation.

Respectfully Submitted,

ex§~i~
David J. Stro
In House Counsel
American Federation of Teachers
555 New Jersey Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20001
Telephone (202) 393-7472

April 12, 1996

6



Certificate of Service

I hereby certify that I have caused to be mailed this 12th day ofApril, 1996, copies

of the foregoing Joint Comments ofAmerican Federation of Teachers, by first class mail,

postage prepaid, to the following persons:

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W. , Room 814
Washington, D.C. 20554

The Honorable Susan Ness
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W. , Room 832
Washington, D.C. 20554

William Howden
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W. 20036

Michael A. McRae
D.C. Office of the People's Counsel
1133 15th Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20005

Andrew Mulitz
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Gary Oddi
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D. C. 20036

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 826
Washington, D.C. 20054
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Deborah Dupont
Federal Staff Chair
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N. W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Clara Kuehn
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Rafi Mohammed
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Suite 812
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mark Nadel
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 542
Washington, D.C. 20554

Jeanine Poltronieri
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

James Bradford Ramsay
National Association ofRegulatory
Utility Commissioners
1201 Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20423



Gary Seigel
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Suite 812
Washington, D.C. 20036

Whiting Thayer
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Suite 812
Washington, D.C. 20036

Larry Povich
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

The Honorable Kenneth McClure
Vice Chairman
Missouri Public Service Commission
301 W. High Street, Suite 530
Jefferson City, MO 65102

The Honorable Laska Schoenfelder
Commissioner
South Dakota Public Utilities
Commission
500 E. Capital Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501

Paul E. Pederson
State Staff Chair
Missouri Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 360
Truman State Office Building
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Jonathan Reel
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Pamela Szymczak
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036
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Alex Belinfante
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

The Honorable Julia Johnson
Commissioner
Florida Public Service Commission
Capital Circle Office Center
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

The Honorable Sharon L. Nelson
Chairman Washington Utilities and

Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 47250
Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Martha S. Hogerty
Public Counsel for the State ofMissouri
P.O. Box 7800
Harry S. Truman Building, Room 250
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Eileen Benner
Idaho Public Utilities Commission
P.O. Box 83720]Boise, ID 83720-0074

Charles Bolle
South Dakota Public Utilities

Commission
State Capital, 500 E. Capital Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501-5070

Debra M. Kriete
Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission
P.O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Samuel Loudenslager
Arkansas Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 400
Little Rock, AR 72203-0400



Philip F. McClelland
Pennsylvania Office of Consumer

Advocate
1425 Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Teresa Pitts
Washington Utilities and Transportation

Commission
P.O. Box 47250
Olympia, WA 98504-7250

Deborah S. Waldbaum
Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel
1580 Logan Street, Suite 610
Denver, Colorado 80203

Lorraine Kenyon
Alaska Public Utilities Commission
1016 West Sixth Avenue, Suite 400
Anchorage, AK 99501

ex:4'·lj/~
David J. Str

Washington, D.C.
April 12\, 1996
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Mark Long
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Gerald Gunter Building
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Sandra Makeeff
Iowa Utilities Board
Lucas State Office Building
Des Moines, IA 50319

Terry Monroe
New York Public Service Commission
Three Empire Plaza
Albany, New York 12223

Brian Roberts
California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102-3298


